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The ~igendafC}rthe Re*~ie.wC():flr:lit.tcemeeting of July 30 and ~].wili

include a Siscmsi.on of thz review process. This process has bcw.xa

subject of study during my assignment to the IX.vi.sicmfor this year.

The study has been directed toward the system of review which would

. 1.. An abstract frGm a prel.im.inaryreport proposin~ general

charlgcsin the rewi.e.wpccc.e,ss,some of which have been

instituted.. {Exhibit I)

i 2. “The l’ransfzrGf Regions to Anniversary Review” - a

3. “imni.vemary Revid’ - a detailed system aridproposccl
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Tci: Members of the Review Committee

From: special Assistant to the Director

Subj: The ‘ReviewProcess - An abstract from a preliminary report

In preparation for a discussion of the IMP review process at the Committee

meting on July 30, it seems appropriate to provide you with an abstract

of the findings and recommendations from one of the interim reports that

I have ~ade to the Dizector. These findings reflect a strong consensus

from scores of persons I have interviewed. In addition to receiving advice

from member-sof national review gxoups and Division staff, I have visited
.,

sixteen regions and otherwise discussed the review process-with the leaders.,

of all of the regions .ininterregional meetings and coordinators seminars.

QUICK OBSERVATIONS—————

I

It is not news that the present review process is overloaded and too lengthy.

It does not do justice to the Program or achieve the incisiveness required

by liniitedfunds. This is not criticism of the effort at the national level.

‘Shevoluineof material for review hzs just swamped the available troops and

the system. There is much frustration and desire fcr change.

It is uii:i~tr.lously “feltthat peer review is an essential element of the FWP

review process and must be re~ained. ~~owever~peer review as practiced in

~~div~.dualresear~~lgrants is gro~~ly i.n.aclequateto a program as complex

and multi-:nstitutional as R~lY. It must be expanded and supplemented
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extensivelywhile being maintained as the essence of qualitative evaluation.

program peer-s,as contrasted with,categorical project peers, are in growing

demand but they are in short supply.

The regional review processes w-h vary

to SU~Jerfid-a].f.tyand irresponsibility.

~mproving everywhere as the regions face

from sophistication and statesmanship

However, regional review is

the crunch of l.imiteclfunding and

priorities. More reliance on regional review is very important and

desirable but it must become responsible and relatively uniform throughout

the 55 regions.

~he uncertainties of objectives, money, manpower and priorities have all
.,

caught RF@ in second gear. If RMP is to fulfill its considerable promise

to improve the health care system, the process by which it is evaluated,
.

funded and otherwise nurtured and encouraged needs to be one of great qual.i.ty

and efficiency - and needs to become that very rapidly.

j?RELIMINARYRICCMMENMTIONS—..— .—— .

The preliminary-recommendationscome under four headings.

A. REORGANIZATION OF THE DIV~SION -- Proper staffing and organization

‘ofthe Division are fundamental to a good review process. The

Division has been under~oing organizational changes and the

Director is planning other changes. I can only say that the Division

is undermanned and overworked and express ths hope that the

absorptj.onof new ri]anpowercan be accomplished by fall.
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B. CHANGES IN THE P&71EW CYCLE --
●

The combination of review at the regional and federal levels

frequently consumes a full’year from conception of a project

tO its funding. There is considerable c)verlapbetween regional

and federal.review and among some components of federal review.

“~.erefore,the following changes are proposed:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

“

ArIanniversary system under which a Region’and its program
...............

and projects have a high quality review-once”a“year (every
_ ... ---

.-.

three years) culminating in Committee and Council action.

Three federal revie~;cycles with Committee and Council review

one-third
and action oni~ne--ninth)ofthe regions in each cycle.

Shortening the time for project

sharper definition of roles and

(see chahge D).

review by better filtration,

.-
more regional.autonomy

Better “filtration” prior to Review Committee action:

(a) shorter and better applications.

(b) More staff involvement in review.

(c) Better fieid visits (see change C).

(d) Panel reviews.

Terminating the qualitative, scientific review with the

Review Committee, reserving all policy decisions, including

national priorities and choice among qualified projects, to

the Advisory Counsi.1. (This has.been largely accomplished.)
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c.

,

D.

SITE VISITS -- Site visits should become more comprehensive

The staff assistance visit will and should grow to approach the

importance of the site visit. Each shotildbe: k

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Hi.ghl.ystructured and well planned, based on experiment

and experience -- as in ,Alabamaand California.

At multiple locations where program and projects are being

applied throughout the region.
.

Basically constructive as well as judgmental.

More program oriented.

Authorized to communicate its findings to the Regions, with

competence and discretion, in a way to expedite and improve
.,

the Regionfs pro~ram without compromisinghigher review or
.

approval.authority.

REGIONAL AUTONOMY ANI)RESPONSIBTKITY -- .

There can be quicker, greater impact, more efficiency and

political gain from changes to increase regional autonomy

and responsibility for programs and review. Proposed changes are:

1. A uniform system of first caliber regional review, so highly

responsible it can relieve.the federal review process in some ways.

2. A system of fi~cal flex~.bilityto allow regions to initiate new

projects between federal reviewc.

3. Regional management, under good .gtiidelines,of the bzsic

support grant for support of core staff, continuing planning

and possibly for some “ongoing” programs.

4. A system by which Regions may tezwinate unproductive projects

and transfer funds, withirllimits, to other proje,cts.
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5. A system of formal, written certificationby the Regional

Advisory Groups on certain essential matters, including:

(b)

(c)

-.

(d)

(e)

;,7/J.l/69

‘l’hequalifications, functions and zuthority of the

Regional Advisory Group .itse&f*....... .

The regional plan.
...

The existence of formal, cooperative arrangements
,.

among institutions...—

Coordinationwith other programs.
.

The impact or influence of the RI@’on health care in the

Region.

Robert P. Lawton
,<

.
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TRANSFER OF REGIONS TO ANNIVERSARY REVIEW.

There has been some initial discussion of putting Regional Medical
-. . .

Programs on a system of anniversary review. It is time to decide if we
----

will effect this change but it poses two difficult problems for which

solutiol]sare being sought.
.

The practice of having applications for grants for over thirty of

the

for

fifty-five regions in each cluarterl.yreview cycle must be changed

many obvious reasons. “TheStudy of the review process indicates

that our long range goal should.be a combination of high quality regional
.,

acd federal review of each Region’s program and projects on its anniversary

each year or every two yezrs. Placing some regions on anniversary revie~7
, . .

not only sm,oothsand lessens the overwhelming workload of review but is

a means of testf.ngmany recomiiendedchanges which have come out of the

study of the review process.

.. Division Staff has been studying the initiation of the anniversary

review system now wj.thselected regions. It is proposed that we transfer

at least five, and not more than ten, of carefully selected regions to a
*

system of annual review for the simultaneous funding of all.operations

wf.thineach “regicn--i.e.~ core support, the continuation of appropriate

central resources and operational projects. It is further proposed that

we da this under a system which would allow the region to initiate or

&bstitute new projects,.which are a reco~nizabl.epart of the approved

regional plan, within the financial limirs of the annual.ward.

The WayS in which a region could acqui,re fiscal flexibility between

anniversaries, and the i~iannerin which they qu;l.ifyfor and manage this



autonomy, are extremely important. At the present tj~ne,the Division

has the authority, delegated by the Council, to make awards in amounts

totalling up to $50,000 annually for new projects which are clearly

related to program and projects alreaclyapproved by Council. This is

potentially quick and efficient but falls far short of the amount of

money needed to give a region minimum flexibility. There seem to be

two major ways of project funding between anni.ver~aryawards. One is

to make a substantial a~7ardfor “anticipated” new projects arising from

. .
a plan presented at the anniversary. Another is to grant a region the

right to reinvest the money recaptured from terminated projects.

/
The first of these, which could be callec?a “facj.litatingawar~”,

,,

would b= a fixed SUW,which would undergo the’complet.eprocess of review

and final approval”by the Council. However, the facilitating award

would not be tied to specific

future projects which clearly

.

projects. It would be restricted to

relate to approved program and would be

subject to audj.tagainst the region’s overall plan. Expenditures for

new projects out of thefacilitating a17ardwould be subject to advance”

aiimini.strativeapproval by DRMP. This would be es.sent~allya formalized

extension and enlargement of the delegated authority.

The right, within limits, to reinvest the proceeds of terminated

projects is an attractive means of fiscal flexibility. Unforttinately,

most regions are not yet in . .
a posltlor.to terminate projects. This i.s

not genera].lya satisfactory solution to the flexihili.typroblem for those
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five to,ten regions that are most eligible for anniversary review.

Nevertheless‘itis not premature to draft tentative guidelines of “this

subject. ‘
,.

The chief hazard of placing regions on anniversary review is that

5t.could react to their disadvantage, rather than advantage. Such

regions would lose the several ways now open to apply for added funds. ,

Consequently, the Division would have to take steps to prevent the other

regions from being better funded than tho~e on anniversary review.

A second probl.ern

portion of a region’s

the right to reinvest

has to do with setting the level of the flexible

grant, whether this is a facilitating
.

money.

Based on experience, organization and

suggested for designation as “AR’tregions,

-.
leadership, five

meaning eligible

award or

,.)

regions are /

to apply

for classification

These are Georgia,

and Wisconsin.
~

as fully operational and transf~r to

North Carolina, Tennessee-Mid South,— ~,.-- .,.. -----,-,.,.‘.....””.-—-.....-”-........-..,..

anniversary review.

Washington-Alaskaw-....... ........--— —--x

There are differences among these five regions which should be noted

in considering them for preferred status. They range in population size

from 2.7 to 5.1 million and have current levels of annual support ranging

from 1.3 million to 2.5 million dollars. Per capita RJl?investment

ranges from .31 to .58 for total support. Per capita investment in core

ranges from .10 to .33. Neverthe3.e.ss,good progra[nis

in all of them and qualifies them for consideration in

Five others, California, Kansas, Michigan, Oregon

are potential candidates for later in the year.

well established

this new classification.

and Western ilewYork

-. —,-., . .
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THE MERITS OF ANNIVERSARY REVIEW --There are a
.. system of anniversary review would be good for

both on the federal’and regional levels.

nuinbcl-of reasons why a
Regional Medical Programs,

.1.

2..

3.

.,
.

4.

5.

It gives recognition to regions which are the most
effective by putting therein a new category with a
reward for good program design, excellent leadership
and for a successful aridprolon~ed implementationof
their projects.

The special designation, extension of core support
for aminimum of three years anclsome regional.autonomy
for the review process and the management of money will
give a special stability to the re~ional program. More
importantly it will stabilize the staff and improve
retention and recruitment.

Anniversary review will stimulate a higher level of
regional responsibility.for its program, for a high
quality regional.review process and for the setting of
priorities. The management of these responsibilities
will generate respect within the region and thus create
support ‘forRMY.

A system of anniversary review emphasizes program
over projects and stimulates the completion of projects
with the resulting turnover of funds. This enables
crucial and valuable regeneration of projects and
studies which exemplify good program.

Lastly, but extremely important, the proposed system
of anniversary”review smooths out the review process
and the review load i“r.the Division.

A SUGGESTED SYSTEM - There follows a list of the essential elements
and a method of operating a system cf
flexibility between anni.versaries.

A. -Criteria for Elj.gibilityfor
A region must have:

1. One year of operational

2. A high quality regf.onzl
approval aridsettjng of

anniversary review with fiscal

Anniversary Review Designation -

status and experience.

review processj systeinof
prioriti.cs.

‘.
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3.’
.

4.

.

5.

6.

-2-

“An overall plan.or concept for the Region, well identified
and well presented.’

“Good”b&lance between two, well identified program components -
(a) direction, planning and professional services and
(b) projects.

Demonstrated competence in fiscal management.

-Asingle grant anniversary.

B. Application - ‘A region would make special application for
designation-&-AR and the application would request awards for
the following components:

10 -Direction,planning and professional services ‘

2. New projects

3. A facilitating award

. Note: Ongoing projects would
particular emphasis on

be reported,-with
their status and

.—. relation to overall program..“.

c: Nature of Award - An approved AR award would include funding
for the following time intervals:

1. ‘Direction, planning a“ndProfessional services - ‘hree
years.

2. New projects - as individually approved, up to three
years.

3. Facilitating award - one year.

Note: Ongoing projects would continue for the

duration of previous approval.

D. First Anni-versa-ry- The following action would ~ake place at
the first annual review:

1. Renewal of facilitating award for one more year.

2. “Approval of new projects ini.ti.atedunclerthe facilitating

award.
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3.

4.

General review of Dl?&PS(and possible extension for
the fourth year).

General review of ongoing projects.

E. Third’”Anniveksary - At the end of three years, t>e following
review and approval would take place:

1. Extension of DP&PS for three years,

2, Approval of new projects, initiated by facilitating award
or newly submitted.

.

~3. Renewal of the facilitating award for one year.

4. A review of ongoing projects.

F. Sources of Funds - Sources of funds for initiating new projects
will include:

,.
1. Progralnsavings . .,,

2. Turnover money
.. . .-..—.

3. Facilitating award
.

HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE - A description of the manner in which a hypothetical
region would operate as an AR Region is enclosed.as AppenclixA.

SITE 171SITS- Deep, highly structured site visits are an essential
component of a system of anniversary reviel,7.They should place more
em,phasison program review, include several.locations within a region
and be advisory as w’ellas evaluative.

Such a site visit should be held before a region 5.sdesignated AR and as
often on subsequent anniversaries as the Committee and Council may require.
While the testing of anniversary review may rec!uiresite visits in
‘successiveyears, the expectationwould be every three years. T~.is

would be consistentwith c long range objective, when all regions sre
firinly established, of total review of each region every three years.
This means rwiew of eighteen regions per year, six per review cycle -
just about the right load for thorough review of a complex program.

STEPS TO IMPLEMENT’ANNIVERSARY REVIE!l- I suggest that the steps to be
followed to implement a system of anniversary review are the following:



.

.

1’.

2.

3.

4,.

5.

6.

7.

8.

,.

[t -

Approval of clefini.tionsof program components - as per
May Council. (Appendix B)

Approval in principle by National Advisory Council of
Anniversary Review.

Approval by National Advisory Council of an extension
of the delegated authority.

Selection of regions to apply for AR classification.

Develop format for AR application.
.

Invite regions to apply.

Review Committee conducts yrogram site visit in regions.

National Advisory Council approval of regions as AR
with facilitating award.

. .
.,

.
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R@.orL has a grant of’ $800} 000 foi- D~pl” & F~, ‘$1,%0,000l~ofiwojects

A thru G} and a,facilitat5.Ilgm:a.rdof $200,000 (F’A //1).

Awing 19~O”theyuti.1.ize$150,000 of’ the f%dciii.tatiing awarcl to initiate,

in 19’/1,proj~~~~I) J} & K ‘(whichreqUire $200,000 arinu.a.llevel)..-——

Also clurin~the year they achieve a $1OO,OOOsa.v~.ngs in ~rojects With .

they use to funda me year feasibilitystudyH. .. . ,,

In 1.9/1the continuationof’projectsis only $1,000,000>sinceprojects

APL!are completed - l.eavirg@OO,OOOirlturnovermoneyviiiichis used
tc)fund the mwprojects I,J, and K.

AI.sc) j.ni,$l~lthey receive $150,000 tO add to
. .

the $50,000 remamirg m

Y’A”#lto ZWstcm the faCilita~% ;i~~~ti to $200,000 (FA /2). Th,eyalso

h:ivea new project approved (}1)and receive a supplemental ~~i=d of
$350,000. The”totd. award for 1971 is nox $2,650,000 but the annual
levelis only $2,550)000 since the $1,00,000 carryove~* carries no . .-.
ccmtinulngcomitrmnt.

.
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~GGESTEt)D12?FEREJVrm DF3’INTI’IONSOF COMEWEN’TSOF’
REGIONALMEDICALPRCXXWMS*i ..-
..-,*:-. *

PFKKHIJ~D1~C~lON ~_pR°F]ZsslOML ‘}RvlcE~

The centralstaffwhich is dfiectlyrssponsible,and the sub-regional
or area staffwhich is indirectlyresponsible,tc)the chiefadministrative

officerof the RegionalMedicalProgrm,(coordinatoror director),;~d
thoseadministrativeand professional.activitiesdirectlyrelatedto
carry~mgout thoseresponsibilities,but not includingthe contribution,

in time or othercosts,to approvedand fundedspecificprojectsor

studies(asdefinedbelow).
..

0

bFmL~IONAL RESOURCE—-

Progm.mcomponentswhichare requiredfor the developmentand support
of the RegionalMedicalProgramjas approved,and whichwill continue
to requiregrant fundsas theirprincipalmeans of supportfor as long
as they servethe Programof whichthey are a part. This categorycan

includeprogramevaluationunits,data collectionand processingresources

etc.,as well as serviceactivitiesdesignedfor immediateresponse~o
a regionalneed (asopposedto establishmentof pemanent staffservices
to m;et continuing

FJwmmJTrY mY—.

needs).
. .,,

. . .

a

Specifically definable planning activities which Pequire a separa-~e
allocation of fundsfor a sub-contract or other “purchase” of a p~anning
capability or resource, which are time limited and intended to lead to

the development of one or more projects. These are sometimes administered.

by the cen@a3. staff, but do not require a permanent increase in staff

or represent a contjmuing cost to the Regional Medical PrograTn.

(jp~~4’pIol!J3:lEKmwJ!s—.—— .—

Tim&-limitedactivities

● Identified.and
so that it can

wk.ch,when cOm@etedJ can b; Shokm ‘0 ‘ave* ● ●

met a continuingneed in the Region
be expectedto receivefuturesupport

from localfundingrescmzes, or

. Defineda program.dipection to be followedup by a

new projectapproach,or have accomplisheda short-

term Programgoal,and will be terminated.


